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Reclaiming professionalism for Geography education: Defending our own 
territory 
 
Abstract 
 
In a world where governments increasingly attempt to impose regulation on all professional 
activities, this paper advocates that professional standards for teachers be developed ‘by the 
profession for the profession’. Foucauldian archaeology is applied to two teacher standards 
documents recently published in Australia, one developed at national governmental level and 
the other by geography teachers through their professional associations. The excavation 
reveals that both students and geography teachers themselves are better served when teachers 
assert their own definition of professionalism and thus reclaim their professional territory, 
rather than being compliant with generic governmental agendas. Whilst we use Australia as 
an illustrative example, our findings are applicable to all other countries where governments 
attempt to impose external professional standards on the teaching profession. 
 
Keywords: Foucauldian Archaeology, Government, Professional Standards, Teacher 
professionalism 
 
1. Introduction 
 
While considerable research has been conducted internationally around the concept of 
professional standards, researchers vary in their conclusions about the extent to which the 
promulgation of such standards enhances the quality of education. Regardless of such 
inconclusive evidence, Australia has also embarked on the professional standards journey 
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with much enthusiasm, with a plethora of standards documents being developed nationally by 
government bodies as well as by individual subject associations. 
This paper examines differences between the consultation and development processes 
adopted in the preparation of two recently published Australian standards documents: the 
National professional standards for teachers (AITSL, 2011) and the Professional standards 
for accomplished teaching of school geography (University of Melbourne, 2010). 
Foucauldian archaeology and its associated discourse analysis techniques are adopted as a 
rigorous method through which to examine the discourses that have emerged from the 
academic literature and policy documents in order to identify the particular standards 
discourses that are promoted by different education stakeholders. Thus, we illustrate how 
competing discourses and ‘acceptable professional practices’ from the enunciative field of 
professional standards are normalised and written into being, depending on the contexts and 
the stakeholders involved. Finally, we argue for the importance of teachers strongly 
advocating an approach to professional enhancement that is built upon effective, evidence-
based practice and current research in the field. 
 
2. Methodology 
 
2.1 Archaeology and the shaping of discourse 
 
Foucault’s archaeological approach to discourse analysis encourages excavation of 
historical ‘archives’ on professional standards in education in order to illuminate the events 
that have created both the field of knowledge and ‘regimes of truth’ on standards. 
Professional standards in education have been defined in a multitude of ways with writers 
appearing to form a critical mass of agreement. However, such agreement is not universal, 
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with others offering differing viewpoints and even contradictions. For Foucault (1972), these 
statements are the ‘atoms’ or the ‘elementary units of a discourse’ (p. 131). When statements 
from speakers conveyed through an abundance of texts cohere and make core repeatable 
claims, they emerge as the discursive practices or regimes of truth on professional standards. 
This juxtaposition of statements, discourses and discursive practices forms knowledge on 
professional standards. By analysing statements about professional standards it becomes 
possible to understand how they have been produced as objects. It is a way of opening up 
such verbal formulations to an exploration of what is said and what is seen in a set of social 
arrangements (Foucault, 1972); in this instance Australian education. In Foucault’s (1972) 
own words, ‘archaeology describes discourses as practices specified in the element of the 
archive’ (p. 131). 
 
2.2 Archaeology as method 
 
In none of his writings or published works did Foucault elaborate a fully worked out 
and replicable methodology. However, in designing the current study, we followed the 
approach implied in The Archaeology of Knowledge (Foucault, 1972) to develop a uniquely 
detailed archeological methodology. 
The first step was the creation of a database of authors, by tracing influences and 
cross-referencing writers by patterns of citations, thus organising the data bibliographically. 
Extensive reading and interrogation of texts enabled a broad overview of statements about 
professional standards and provided a large corpus of data for further analysis. Foucault 
(1972) insisted that, as statements must have a material existence, it is important to place and 
date them, as well as record the status and field of emergence; in other words, who may have 
produced each statement and with what authority. Extensive reading also highlighted other 
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useful texts for interrogation so for the purpose of this paper, the National professional 
standards for teachers (AITSL, 2011) and the Professional standards for accomplished 
teaching of school geography (University of Melbourne, 2010) were then examined. The 
former is the latest document on Australian standards in education to emerge from a federal 
government authority, while the latter outlines standards that have been developed by 
teachers through a consortium of professional associations and university educators. Thus we 
were able to move from examining statements from academic texts towards a consideration 
of the broader political context. 
The first step of formal analysis involves looking for archaeological isomorphism or 
homogeneity in statements about professional standards. The order and repeatability of 
statements are noted, mapping when statements emerge and when new statements begin to 
function (surfaces of emergence) (Foucault, 1972). The frequency of terms and words are 
counted with attention given to their arrangement and co-location with other terms and 
words. Statements are also analysed to reveal subject positions, for example whether teachers 
are presented as passive or active agents in ‘teacher work’. For Foucault (1972), new 
statements are either ‘creative’ (original) or ‘imitative’ (repeated), both of which he refers to 
as ‘attributions of innovation’ thus identifying which statements are starting points from 
which other statements are derived. This tree of enunciative derivation of a discourse is one 
of the principle themes of Foucauldian archaeology. It should be noted that the shifts in 
thinking about professional standards are not meant to emerge as a smooth progression of 
happenings; rather, as Foucault says, they emerge as ‘a profusion of entangled events’ 
(Foucault, 1984, p. 89). 
The second step of analysis involves the identification of discontinuities, or distances 
between statements (fields of initial differentiation). Foucault (1972) refers to this as the 
analysis of contradictions. He maintains that contradictions should be described: ‘they are not 
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appearances to be overcome, nor secret principles to be uncovered’ (p. 151), but rather both 
academic and policy texts are examined for gaps or ‘spaces of dissension’ between the 
statements. 
Foucault maintains that archaeology is a comparative analysis that is intended, not to 
reduce the diversity of discourses, but rather to have a diversifying effect. To accomplish this, 
the third step in analysis is to look for simultaneous exchanges between different discourses. 
In this step, we note relations between discursive formations (academic literature and policy 
documents) and non-discursive domains (political events, economic processes), not to show 
political or economic practices as causes, but rather to identify the contingent factors whereby 
a correlation could exist. 
Finally, the analysis of transformations reveals the interactions between different 
elements of the system; for example, how different interpretations of standards may vary in 
their implications for teachers and their students. 
 
3.  Archaeological insights from academic studies 
 
As noted above, researchers vary in their understandings of professional standards in 
education. According to Gipps (1990), ‘standards’ is the most loosely used term in education; 
teachers often being called to ‘raise standards’ without any explication. Reynolds (1999) 
suggests that in education, standards are often used to denote notions of quality, or that 
something is worthwhile, or even that the job is done in an acceptable way; the term having 
‘overtones of excellence and academic value’ (p. 253). According to the Oxford English 
Dictionary, the nominal form ‘standards’ is considered by an authority or by general 
consensus as a basis of comparison, an approved model, an average or normal requirement, 
or a rule or principle that is used as a basis for judgement. As a noun, standards can refer to 
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flags or emblematic figures, or other objects raised to indicate the rallying point of, for 
example, an army. As an adjective, standards serve as a basis of weight, measurement, value, 
comparison or judgement. Conforming, acceptable and correct are also words that appear in 
dictionary definitions. Ingvarson (2002), who works in the field of teacher quality for the 
Australian Council of Educational Research (ACER), summarised two dictionary definitions 
of ‘standards’ in education as ‘rallying’ and ‘measuring’. ‘As rallying points, standards aim 
to articulate core educational values that teachers seek to manifest in their practice’ 
(Ingvarson, 2002, p. 3). In other words, standards are statements defining what is valued. 
Alternatively, he claimed that ‘as measures, standards not only describe what teachers need to 
know and to be able to do to put these values into practice; they describe how attainment of 
that knowledge will be assessed and what counts as meeting the standard’ (Ingvarson, 2002, 
p. 3). In other words, standards as measures are statements of performance evaluated against 
criteria, deemed to be satisfactory or not. 
Two authoritative voices from the UK have recently examined British standards 
documents. Beck (2009) categorised standards by analysing the use of active verbs in their 
description. He identified: (1) performances indicated by such verbs as ‘demonstrate’; (2) 
states of knowledge and (where relevant) its application, such as ‘have a knowledge and 
understanding’; and (3) specific professional commitments, such as ‘have high expectations’. 
Similarly, Evans (2011) was able to discern all three components of her three-fold conceptual 
model of professionalism – behavioural, attitudinal and intellectual – in UK standards 
documents. 
According to Ingvarson (2010), if teachers are involved in standards development, 
they commit passionately and have a strong sense of ownership. They recognise their shared 
responsibility with employers and unions to achieve financial rewards and career progression. 
He states: 
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‘while it is not appropriate for governments to tell teachers how to teach or decide 
what counts as accomplished teaching, it is appropriate for governments to ask the 
profession to show that it can be trusted to provide a rigorous teacher evaluation 
system if the profession expects expertise to be rewarded’ (pp. 57-58). 
 
Ingvarson’s (2002) definitions above illustrate two competing discourses of standards 
with various voices of authority entering this enunciative field, some seeing standards as 
rallying points and others seeing them as measures. In this paper, these discourses are 
discussed under the two broad themes: (1) ‘standards for teachers’, and (2) ‘standards for 
teaching’ (Sachs, 2005).  
 
3.1 Standards for teachers 
 
‘Standards for teachers’, or regulatory standards (Mahony & Hextall, 2000), are 
standards that are used as a method of reform for the teaching profession, usually imposed by 
governments and used as frameworks to control licensing and certification procedures. 
According to Mahony and Hextall (2000), regulatory standards remove autonomy and limit 
diversity of practice. Sachs (2005) furthered this argument in her keynote presentation 
‘Professional Standards: Quality teachers for the future’ at ‘The Sharing Experience: Ways 
forward on standards conference’ in Melbourne 2005. She maintained that the regulatory 
approach focuses on accountability, a technical approach to teaching, and high surveillance 
resulting in compliance because of the imposition of external standards. Two years earlier, 
she had identified three types of regulatory standards that she maintains are operating in 
Australian policy documents and debates: ‘common sense standards’, ‘standards for quality 
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assurance’ and ‘standards of certification or control’. She defines, ‘common sense standards’ 
as benchmarks of minimum levels of achievement for various aspects of teaching: what 
teachers know and should be able to do. Her view of these types of standards is that they are 
control mechanisms; rules or mandates that require direct supervision and standardise 
practices. These types of standards have significant implications for teacher professionalism, 
especially with regards to autonomy (Sachs, 2003). The second regulatory type identified by 
Sachs is ‘quality assurance standards’ which focus on public accountability and have 
evaluative connotations and political intentions to raise the status of the profession in line 
with other professions and in the view of the public. Lastly, ‘standards of certification or 
control’ are bureaucratic, standardise procedures and reduce autonomy, what Mayer, 
Mitchell, Macdonald and Bell (2005) referred to as ‘standards for accountability’. 
The words used above such as ‘control’, ‘limit’, ‘reduce’, ‘standardise’, ‘compliance’, 
‘rules’, and ‘mandates’ provide lexical cohesion across the authors’ statements, presenting a 
homogeneous picture of regulation. Nonetheless, Ingvarson’s (2002) three core claims about 
standards, suggesting that he veers towards regulatory standards discourses, posit some 
contradictions to the other writers’ viewpoints. He maintains that the introduction of 
standards should not only improve teachers’ performance and status, but also contribute to 
and encourage ongoing professional learning for teachers. He elaborates by claiming that 
standards must identify the central tasks of teaching in light of best knowledge and research; 
tasks that must be regularly revised and performed at a desirable level, describing what 
teachers should get better at doing as they progress through their careers. Whilst writing with 
a colleague from ACER, he maintained that the most coherent and valid sets of teaching 
standards emerge when they are designed to be tools for the assessment of teacher 
performance (Ingvarson & Kleinhenz, 2003). 
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From ‘an uncritical gaze’ (Sachs, 2003, p. 39), such regulatory standards as those 
promoted by Ingvarson would appear to be in the interests of teachers, students and the 
teaching profession as a whole. However, and as the other writers have already alluded to, 
British commentator Reynolds (1999) maintains that once the quality of performance of 
educators is interrogated and only concentrates on the achievement of predetermined 
outcomes or what is given value, the quality of teachers’ professional practice may diminish. 
For Reynolds (1999), when standards are linked to quality, then both are understood as 
quantifiable and tangible. She maintains that standards in teaching cannot be defined 
unambiguously for the purposes of assessment because they refer to the unmeasurable; 
benefits that may not be recognised until the future. She says ‘complex functions such as 
those involved in teaching cannot be made to conform to a framework’ (Reynolds, 1999, p. 
254). This is in direct contradiction to Ingvarson who promotes outcomes-driven discourses 
regarding standards. Hong Kong commentators Yee Fan Tang, Hung Cheng and Mui So 
(2006) have also entered the enunciative field, suggesting that [regulatory] professional 
standards have a limited impact on the reality of what actually goes on in the classroom. 
Furthermore, Beyer (2002) from America argues that standards only provide a technical 
approach to teaching and do not take into account the broader political, social and 
philosophical underpinnings of good teaching. The further use of words such as ‘diminish’, 
‘limited impact’ and ‘technical’ by these writers also contradicts Ingvarson’s claims that the 
regulatory approach contributes to and encourages ongoing professional learning. 
Many other international voices of authority argue for a degree of caution (Codd, 
2004 (New Zealand); Møller, 2002 (Norway); Ní Chróinín, Tormey & O’Sullivan, 2012 
(Republic of Ireland); Simons & Kelchtermans, 2008 (Belgium) where standards are seen as 
the mechanism for enhancing professionalism. Sachs (2003) has taken this argument even 
further by suggesting that if standards are mandatory and used in conjunction with other 
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accountability regimes such as high stakes testing, then it puts pressure on uniformity in a 
highly regulated environment. Rather than being a springboard for professional development 
(as Ingvarson claims) and increased professionalism, all that is enhanced is teacher control. 
She actively promotes scepticism where standards are concerned, and is not alone in asking 
teachers to proceed with caution. Darling-Hammond (1999) has argued that standards by 
themselves cannot solve all the problems of schooling, and should not become a constraint to 
codify knowledge and practices that do not concern competence. Likewise, Hargreaves 
(2003) suggests that they can erode cultures of collaboration, cause exhaustion, and trivialise 
teachers’ investment in their own professional learning. This degree of caution appears to be 
well justified as in many countries, including Australia, standards are often employed by 
governments as bureaucratic controls over teachers. A recent example of this tendency is 
implicit in one of the most recent policy documents on standards from the UK (Department 
for Education, 2010) which sends a clear message that standards will be used to provide more 
precision in identifying and dealing with unsatisfactory teacher performance. Such moves 
make no pretence of supporting professional learning. 
In summary, ‘regulatory standards’, ‘common sense standards’, ‘standards for quality 
assurance’, ‘standards of certification or control’, or ‘standards for accountability’, can be 
grouped together as ‘standards for teachers’. Although some contradictions are noted, the 
dominant notions from these authors’ statements summarise these types of standards as 
technicising teaching, removing autonomy, increasing surveillance, reducing diverse 
approaches and standardising practice, thus promoting compliance. 
Although Mayer et al. (2005) argue that it is not standards per se that cause the 
problem, but who develops them and how they are used, those with a primary focus on 
teaching have argued for a discourse whereby the truth game is played in an alternative 
fashion (Osgood, 2006) . In this reading, a competing or counter discourse is established 
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whereby teachers can identify standards for teaching and reclaim their own professional 
territory. Such standards for teaching are now discussed. 
 
3.2 Standards for teaching 
 
On the flip side of regulatory standards, Mahony and Hextall (2000) from the UK 
coined the term ‘developmental standards’ to identify professional standards developed by 
teachers to improve their own profession. They argued that implementing ‘developmental 
standards’ enhances teaching quality and provides professional learning opportunities for 
teachers throughout their careers. In the same year, Hargreaves (2000), who has spent much 
of his working life in Canada, asked teachers to defend the profession from regulation by 
setting and meeting their own professional standards of practice, thereby increasing their 
effectiveness and public credibility. Three years later, Sachs (2003) claimed that professional 
standards for teaching should be ‘owned and overseen by the profession itself’ (p. 52). She 
advocated for the development of standards as a ‘collective enterprise of all who are 
interested in improving the quality of teaching and student outcomes’ (p. 52). The common 
statements from these writers – ‘developed by teachers’, ‘set by the profession’, ‘collective 
enterprise’ and ‘owned and overseen by the profession’ – suggest that standards described in 
this sense are a mechanism for teachers to gain control over their work, gain public trust, and 
produce quality outcomes for their students. Sachs (2003) named these as ‘standards for 
quality improvement’ and advocated a strong and autonomous professional teaching group 
interested in improving their practice and focusing on long term appraisal and promotion. 
Other voices from the field also commented, including: Mayer et al. (2005) from Australia 
who described these types of standards as useful mechanisms for credentialing, appraisal and 
professional learning; American Darling-Hammond (2001) who proffered professional 
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standards as a useful reference point for advanced certification or beginning teacher 
licensure; and, Flowers and Hancock (2003), also from America, who claimed standards as a 
powerful vehicle for professional development, adding that they were also a good framework 
to define good practice. 
As discussed, ‘developmental standards’, ‘standards for quality improvement’ or 
‘standards for professional learning or development’ are developed by teachers for teachers as 
independent professionals. The common statements from the authors above using words such 
as ‘improve’, ‘enhance’, ‘increase’ and ‘provide’ reveal standards for teaching that are 
student-centred and focus on the constant improvement of teachers’ knowledge and practices. 
Their stated aim is to revitalise and empower the profession through professional learning.  
We now analyse two Australian policy documents related to professional standards. 
The archaeological method will be used to determine what types of standards are being 
promoted by two different educational stakeholders. In utilising this method, we first consider 
the consultation and validation processes undertaken, to identify whose voices ‘count’ in 
standards creation. We then examine the key discourses and authoritative voices and texts 
evident in each of the documents and identify their contradictions and gaps from the 
frequency and arrangement of statements, terms, and words. Finally, we analyse the format of 
the standards with attention to priority positioning of teachers within particular discourses. 
 
4. The National Professional Standards for Teachers (AITSL, 2011)  
 
Work on the revised National Standards for Teachers began in 2009 under the 
direction of the Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth 
Affairs (MCEECDYA). After significant work in the previous year by the National Standards 
sub-group of the Australian Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs 
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Senior Officials Committee (AEEYSOC), the Australian Institute for Teaching and School 
Leadership (AITSL), a government funded body, finalised and endorsed the revised standards 
in December 2010. A list of the members of AEEYSOC, the writing group, the validation 
steering group, Teaching Australia, and members of the University of New England are listed 
as participants at the back of the document. After ‘extensive consultation’, the National 
Professional Standards for Teachers was published in February 2011 (AITSL, 2011). Details 
of this consultation process are not reported in the document, but can be found at the 
accompanying website (www.aitsl.edu.au). According to this site, the consultation process 
occurred between March 9th and May 21st, 2010, with 120 individual and joint submissions 
received through the MCEECDYA website from stakeholders such as: professional 
associations, different school sectors, government organisations, universities and individual 
schools, organisations such as the Business Council, parent associations and unions. In order 
to present their views of the draft standards, respondents replied to six pre-determined focus 
questions. 
Following this initial consultation, a ‘validation’ process was conducted by the 
University of New England between July and November, 2010, with the purpose of 
determining the appropriateness and reliability of the draft standards in all types of schools 
across Australian states and territories through two online surveys and focus groups. While 
this complex process, identified by Ní Chróinín et al. (2012) as “a democratic approach”, is 
revealed on the web site, it is only reported in the final 17-page document as ‘an extensive 
validation process involving almost 6000 teachers ensur[ing] that each descriptor was shaped 
by the profession’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 1). Media releases on February 9th, 2011, confirmed that 
existing state-based standards such as the Professional standards for Queensland teachers 
(QCT, 2006) would still apply for the coming year while the National Standards would be 
trialled within existing processes and practices in schools, school systems and associated 
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organisations. These pilot studies, comprising 17 Australian stakeholders, were conducted 
between July and November 2011. Originally, two international trial partners, the UK 
Teacher Development Agency (TDA) and the US Council of Chief State School Officers 
(CCSSO) were listed as participants but it appears that their contributions were not ultimately 
sought.. 
There are two key discourses evident in the National professional standards for 
teachers (AITSL, 2011). First, quality teachers are a key determinant in student achievement 
and are clearly linked to a competitive economy; and, second, professional standards are the 
mechanism for obtaining quality in education as well as providing many other benefits for the 
teaching profession. 
 
4.1 Quality teachers are a key determinate in student achievement 
 
The first key discourse highlights teachers ‘as the greatest resource in our schools’ 
(AITSL, 2011, p. 1) that have an impact on student achievement. Common statements to 
support this include [teachers] ‘have the greatest impact on student learning, far outweighing 
the impact of any other education program or policy’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 1) and ‘a teacher’s 
effectiveness has a powerful impact on students’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 1). These statements are 
supported by national and international research publications from Professor John Hattie 
(2003) from New Zealand and Dr Ben Jensen (2010) from the Grattan Institute, an 
independent think tank on domestic Australian public policy. The OECD report Teachers 
Matter: Attracting, developing and retaining effective teachers (OECD, 2005) is also cited as 
claiming that ‘teacher quality is the single most important in-school factor influencing student 
achievement’ (AITSL, 2011, p.1). Nationally, the Melbourne Declaration (MCEETYA, 
2008) and the National partnership agreement on improving teacher quality (COAG, 2009) 
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are also cited, the latter claiming teacher quality as ‘an essential reform as part of Australia’s 
efforts to improve student attainment and ensure it has a world class system of education’ 
(AITSL, 2011, p.1). From a Foucauldian perspective, the use of these contemporary policy 
texts with imitative statements about quality manifests a real intertextuality between 
commonwealth documents. The latter statement referring to ‘a world class system of 
education’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 1) recognises globalisation and international competitiveness as 
simultaneous discourses which are important and contingent with future educational 
developments. Research from another OECD report, Teacher evaluation: A conceptual 
framework and examples of country practice (OECD, 2009), and work from Barber and 
Mourshed (2007) (writers involved in the 2007 London McKinsey Report on school 
improvement) are used to support the link between ‘improving instruction’ and ‘student 
achievement’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 1). 
 ‘Quality’ is foregrounded throughout the document (AITSL, 2011), mentioned 13 
times and co-located with ‘teaching’ (p. 1), ‘teachers’ (p. 1), and ‘learning’ (p. 7). This 
repetition assures the reader that improvement in quality teaching and learning is essential for 
increased student achievement. However, an apparently contradictory footnote states that 
‘although Australian education systems perform strongly against other OECD countries, low 
equity is still a significant issue’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 22). 
 
4.2 The multiple benefits of professional standards 
 
The second key discourse promotes professional standards as having multiple benefits 
to the teaching profession. For clarity, these benefits have been divided into three categories. 
First, that standards improve quality in education (related to 4.1); second, that standards 
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increase the professional standing of teachers; and, third, that standards are a tool enhancing 
professional learning and career development. 
 
4.2.1 Standards improve quality in education 
Common statements in relation to the first benefit proclaim standards as the ‘public 
statement of what constitutes teacher quality’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 2) and are ‘an integral part of 
ensuring quality learning and teaching in Australian schools’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 7). Here 
standards are identified as the given incontestable solution for quality improvement although 
no empirical evidence is presented to support these claims, thus highlighting gaps in the 
discourse.  
 
4.2.2 Standards increase the professional standing of teachers 
Not only are standards seen in terms of ‘attracting ... and retaining quality teachers’ 
(AITSL, 2011, p. 1), a statement from the OECD report Teacher evaluation: A conceptual 
framework and examples of country practice (OECD, 2009) is cited supporting them as the 
solution to increasing ‘the public standing of the profession’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 1). The 
document states that the standards ‘present a common language for discourse between 
teachers, teacher educators, teacher organisations, and the public’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 2). 
Professional standards are also reported as contributing ‘to the professionalisation of 
teaching’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 2). Particular voices of authority such as Yinger and Hendricks-
Lee (2000) from America are introduced to the enunciative field to support these notions of 
professionalisation. These writers advocate a ‘professional accountability model’ (AITSL, 
2011, p. 2). They maintain that the 
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‘key to successful professionalisation of any practice is to convince clients and the 
public that a professional, as a result of education and practical experience, possesses 
unique knowledge and skills that can be employed to solve the particular problems of 
practice and thus serve client needs’ (Yinger & Hendricks-Lee, 2000, p. 94). 
 
Their belief is that this leads to the development and empowerment of a profession. These 
statements represent a new discourse of accountability and transparency to the public/clients, 
revealing the marketisation of education. This is indicative of the Australian government’s 
policies on transparency and parental choice displayed in accountability mechanisms such as 
the My School website (ACARA, 2010). What is particularly noteworthy is that the language 
used by Yinger and Hendricks-Lee (2000), for example ‘clients’, is that of ‘management 
speak’.  
 
4.2.3 Standards as a tool for professional learning and career development 
The third alleged benefit of standards is for the professional learning of teachers. 
Common statements which support this include: [standards] ‘articulate what teachers know 
and should be able to do at four career stages’ (p. 1) and [standards] ‘provide a framework 
which makes explicit the knowledge, practice and professional engagement across teachers’ 
careers’ (p. 2). The frequency of such statements highlights standards as beneficial to 
teachers, making them more professional and enhancing their careers. The descriptor 
‘professional’ is repeated nearly 50 times and is co-located with upbeat nouns such as 
‘aspirations’ (p. 2), ‘achievements’ (p. 2), ‘growth’ (p. 5), and ‘learning’ (pgs. 2, 5, 6). This 
furthers the positive connotations of standards as beneficial mechanisms for enhancing 
teachers as professionals and improving career development. Additionally, descriptors such 
as ‘success’ (p. 2), and ‘effective’ (pgs. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7) are scattered through the document 
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furthering the representation of standards as upbeat, positive benefits to teachers. The 
repetition of ‘effective’ gives the impression that standards will ensure teacher effectiveness. 
 
4.3 Unpacking the format of the National standards 
 
The AITSL standards articulate four career stages, and list three domains of teaching, 
divided into seven standards which are themselves divided into 37 focus areas. This produces 
148 discrete standards specifying what is required of teachers. These standards prescribe in 
more detail than ever before the authoritative specification of the official career path, specific 
competencies and standards needed at certain development stages of the career of a teacher 
(Beck, 2009). These stages represent increasing levels of knowledge, practice and 
professional engagement for teachers as they progress through their careers and are portrayed 
using intensifiers. For example, Standard 1, focus area 1.3 (p. 8), states that a graduate should 
demonstrate knowledge of teaching strategies, a proficient teacher should design and 
implement teaching strategies, a highly accomplished teacher should support colleagues to 
develop effective teaching strategies, and a lead teacher should evaluate and revise learning 
and teaching. According to the document (AITSL, 2011), highly accomplished or lead 
teachers: ‘lead colleagues’ (p. 9); ‘provide advice and support’ (p. 9); ‘model high level 
teaching’ (p. 11); ‘evaluate the effectiveness’ (p. 15); ‘assess’ (p. 9); ‘revise reporting and 
accountability mechanisms’ (p. 17); and, ‘conduct regular reviews’ (p. 13). These statements 
portray teachers as having to be managed.  
The Professional standards for accomplished teaching of school geography document 
(University of Melbourne, 2010) is now considered.  
 
5. Professional standards for accomplished teaching of school geography 
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In 2006, key Geography educational bodies including the Australian Geography 
Teachers’ Association Ltd. (AGTA), the Geography Teachers’ Association of Victoria 
(GTAV), The University of Melbourne, and the Victorian Institute of Teaching, were funded 
by the Australian Research Council (ARC) to document and clarify outstanding Geography 
teaching. Between 2007 and 2010, two lessons conducted by each of 22 public and non-
government school geography teachers, identified as accomplished by their peers in New 
South Wales, Victoria, and South Australia, were filmed using a three camera technique 
(Hutchinson & Kriewaldt, 2010). The standards that emerged are presented in a 6-page 
pamphlet accompanied by a website (www.geogstandards.edu.au) which includes the original 
footage collected as research data. An academic paper by the lead researchers (Hutchinson & 
Kriewaldt, 2010) describes the process in more detail. 
In the research/development process teachers were interviewed before each lesson, 
and researchers took detailed field notes during the lesson which the teachers were then asked 
to interpret using a stimulated recall technique. Fifty- seven students were also asked to 
discuss their perceptions of effective Geography teaching. From these data, definitions of 
accomplished Geography teaching were identified and considered by 70 experienced 
Geography teachers from all states in an online forum. Finally, a panel of 30 teachers met to 
refine and condense the findings into a set of standards for teaching school Geography. While 
current teaching literature was considered, the standards that emerged were based on ‘these 
data sets’ [emphasis in the original] (Hutchinson & Kriewaldt, 2010, p. 34). Therefore, the 
final Geography document is markedly shorter since it focuses on guidelines to enhance the 
professional aspirations of teachers rather than specifying numerous precise criteria for 
judging quality and standards in schooling. 
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There are two key discourses in the Professional standards for accomplished teaching 
of school geography (University of Melbourne, 2010). First, that these standards are ‘by 
teachers for teachers’ and assume ongoing professional knowledge building for the sake of 
students, self and the profession. Second, that teaching is less about identifiable behaviours 
than teachers’ attitudes and intellectuality (Evans, 2011). 
 
5.1 By teachers, for teachers 
 
The first discourse is revealed in the statements that the standards: are ‘for Geography 
teachers to reflect individually and collectively on their professional practice’; allow 
Geography teachers to ‘engage in continuing inquiry into their own teaching’, ‘offer a basis 
for planning professional learning’; and, allow ‘continual planning, evaluation and renewal of 
teachers’ professional knowledge and practice’ (University of Melbourne, 2010, p. 1). 
Throughout all the standards, teachers are presented as professionally active agents by the 
ubiquitous use of active verbs such as: ‘ know’, ‘understand’, ‘assist’, ‘locate’, ‘encourage’, 
‘make judgements’, ‘support students’ (Standards 1 & 2); ‘promote’, ‘assemble’, ‘share’, 
‘creatively link’, ‘enhance’, ‘enrich’, (Standards 3 & 4); ‘foster’, ‘design’, ‘generate’, 
‘facilitate’, ‘promote’ (Standards 5 & 6); ‘plan’, ‘prepare’, ‘conduct’, ‘commit’ (Standards 7 
& 8); and, ‘engage actively’ (Standard 9). Rather than using repetition and co-location, the 
consistent use of numerous active verbs explicitly conveys professionals engaged in ongoing 
professional enhancement and is linguistically linked to increased student learning (Standard 
8), confirming the expectation that teachers will undertake their own professional learning for 
the benefit of their students. Especially noteworthy in this document is the consistency of 
message of teachers as “doers” in the discourse. 
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5.2 A discourse of attitudes and intellectuality 
 
Evans (2011) identified attitudinal, intellectual and behavioural aspects as comprising 
the essences of professionalism. The attitudinal aspects of geography teaching (what teachers 
perceive, believe or are passionate about) are identified linguistically in the Professional 
standards for accomplished teaching of school geography (University of Melbourne, 2010) 
by ‘high expectations’ (p. 4), ‘reflect[ing] critically on their experiences both within the 
classroom and more widely’ (p. 5), ‘and ‘contributing to the resilience and renewal of their 
professional field’ (p. 6). Intellectuality (teachers’ deep knowledge and understanding) is 
identified by suggesting that teachers: ‘know the breadth and depth of the academic 
discipline’ (p. 2), ‘set comprehensive knowledge in contemporary contexts’ (p. 3), ‘[apply] 
sophisticated geographical understandings’ (p. 3), ‘justify their choices about planning and 
teaching’ (p. 4), and ‘engage with professional learning communities’ (p. 5). Behavioural 
aspects of teachers’ activities (what teachers do, their processes and procedures) are defined 
in terms reminiscent of the attitudinal and intellectual aspects above in terms of ‘support[ing] 
students to undertake inquiry’ (p. 2), ‘shar[ing] narratives’ (p. 3), ‘us[ing] fieldwork and 
outdoor learning’ (p. 4), all of which are placed firmly within the disciplinary context of 
geography (rather than as generic teacher attributes). Thus, the core repeatable claims in this 
document position teachers as active, intellectual change agents within the profession as 
recommended by Leaton Gray and Whitty (2010) and Sachs (2003). However, in this 
document there is an absence of references to the academic literature in order to support 
statements such as ‘know the breadth and depth of the academic discipline’ or ‘concentrating 
on the subject of Geography as an academic discipline’. Rather, what is being put forward is 
a practical discourse of professionalism with little consideration given to theoretical 
underpinnings. A statement in Hutchinson and Kriewaldt’s 2010 paper acknowledges that 
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current literature was consulted; however, there are no bibliographic references within the 
document. This represents a contradiction to the discourse of intellectuality. What is also 
noteworthy is that at a time when professional standards are a hot topic nationally, apart from 
one statement offering these standards ‘as an alternative to generic standards’, there is no 
connection to the national agenda, highlighting a gap or space of dissension in the discourse.  
 
5.3 Unpacking the format of the Geography standards 
 
Nine discreet standards are identified in the document, expanded to 38 indicators of 
accomplished Geography teaching to inform both teachers and the wider community of ‘what 
makes Geography teaching, Geography teaching’ (McInerney, 2010, p. 4). The standards 
presented as statements and exemplified visually in the footage from real classrooms, 
‘establish a framework for Geography teachers to reflect individually and collectively on 
their professional practice and engage in continuing inquiry into their own teaching’ 
(Kriewaldt, 2010, p. 8). The researchers emphasise four key aspects: (1) they are developed 
by teachers; (2) they are performance-based in that they lend themselves to self-assessment 
rather than externally mandated performance measurement; (3) they emerge from and apply 
to authentic teaching situations; and, (4) they provide guidance for professional learning and 
development (Hutchinson & Kriewaldt, 2010). Although acknowledging that they do not 
provide a complete roadmap but rather a good navigational tool, they maintain that they 
enable teachers to be judges of their own professional progress (Hutchinson & Kriewaldt, 
2010). The developmental discourse presented in this document is about quality 
improvements for the benefit of students, the professional self, and an autonomous 
professional group. 
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6. Discussion 
 
When placed in juxtaposition, the two documents, both purporting to enhance 
professionalism through the specification of ‘professional standards’, may be compared in 
terms of: their development and consultation processes; their discourses and the authoritative 
texts and voices used in the discourse; the type of standards and their intentions; and their 
implications for teachers, future teachers and students. 
 
6.1 Development and consultation processes 
 
While the AITSL project team claims an extensive consultation process where ‘6000 
teachers had their direct say’, it appears that the standards as an ‘answer’ to enhanced 
professionalism and improved teacher quality had already been substantially decided before 
the start of the two month consultation period. While it may be claimed that the six pre-
determined questions (especially questions 4 and 6) are open ended to encourage discussion, 
such an approach may actually have failed to encourage genuine engagement. Beck (2009) 
claims that generic questioning modes have the effect of silencing by not permitting 
alternative possibilities of thought. Furthermore, there is no record of whether responses to 
the open ended questions eventually had any influence on the standards as finally published. 
Furthermore, the details for the pilot projects, also conducted within a short timeframe (three 
months), although published on the website, provide no evidence of influencing the already 
finalised standards. As the details provided are limited, the openness and validity of this 
process cannot be confirmed. According to Louden (2000), previous frameworks for 
Australian standards were developed too hastily and time was not taken to consult to the 
depth required. It appears that this may again be the case. 
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This is in contrast with the Professional standards for accomplished teaching of 
school geography (University of Melbourne, 2010) which, as reported by Hutchinson and 
Kriewaldt (2010), reveals a transparent process by a consortium of academics and 
professional associations emerging from an examination of the classroom practices of highly 
regarded Geography teachers and their students’ perspectives. In other words, the voices of 
school practitioners, learners and those from universities are confirmed and certain. 
Furthermore, the consultation and validation periods were much longer, providing time for 
teachers to consider the proposed standards in relation to their own knowledge and teaching 
contexts. The current authors acknowledge that expert teachers may have blind spots 
regarding their own practice and coming from the same curriculum area may inadvertently 
simply reproduce conventional wisdom of “good geography teaching”. However, the authors 
question whether responses to already defined and definitive standards from 6000 teachers in 
an online forum is more or less democratic and/or potentially more useful than the considered 
views of around 100 experienced teachers. 
 
6.2 Discourses and authoritative voices 
 
The essence of the discourse promoted by the AITSL document is one of quality 
assurance in a regulatory approach to standards. The use of imitative statements and the co-
location of words in this document maintains the convergence between teacher quality, 
student outcomes and economic discourses, clearly articulating an economic agenda; teachers 
cost money so quality should be demanded from them (Jensen, 2010). The four ever 
intensifying career stages are typical of managerial discourses, exemplified by verbs such as 
‘review’ and ‘evaluate’. These words have performance (Beck, 2009) and behavioural 
(Evans, 2011) connotations and promote panoptic surveillance of peers. Furthermore, claims 
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that standards contribute ‘to the professionalisation of teaching’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 2), clearly 
imply that teachers need to strive for such recognition, positioning them in deficit terms and 
diminishing their authority. With the possible exception of Hattie, the authoritative voices in 
support of this discourse come mainly from the corporate world. It would appear that AITSL 
has selectively cited work from people who support their discourses of accountability, while 
ignoring the extensive academic literature which offers more elaborated evidence to the 
contrary. Such silencing of academics’ voices appears to be a complete contradiction of the 
statement, ‘shaped by the profession’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 1).  
The regulatory nature contrasts with the developmental discourse of the Professional 
standards for accomplished teaching of school geography (University of Melbourne, 2010) 
where teachers are given the loudest voices and speak from a privileged position of 
experience and accomplishment as ‘doers’. As active agents revealed in the use of active 
verbs such as to ‘reflect’ and ‘renew’, teachers have autonomy, making their own decisions 
about professional development. Whilst the writers of these standards have not used devices 
such as repetition and co-location to promote a discursive truth, what is prominent is the 
obvious absence of voices from the academic literature and other international sources that 
might cast doubt on the rigour behind these standards and their applicability to other contexts. 
 
6.3 The type of standards and their intention 
 
In the terms adopted by Mahony and Hextall (2000), the AITSL standards may be 
identified as regulatory in intent, whereas the Geography standards represent a more 
developmental approach. The AITSL website supporting the standards document asserts that 
there are three different types of standard evident in this document. First, program standards 
for national accreditation of pre-service teacher education programs; second, mandatory 
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standards used for attaining, renewing and maintaining provisional and full registration; and, 
third, voluntary standards against which teachers choose to be assessed when they apply for 
promotion to ‘highly accomplished’ and ‘lead’ levels. In contrast, the common and distinctive 
elements of the specialised practice of Geography teaching are presented as ‘aspirational 
standards’ (Kriewaldt, 2010, p. 8).  
The descriptors used in the National professional standards for teachers (AITSL, 
2011) document are merely, in Louden’s (2000) terms, a list of ‘competencies’ since the 
statements are generic and technically sounding (Beck, 2009). For example, one of the 
AITSL standards (2011, p. 8) states that teachers ‘demonstrate knowledge of teaching 
strategies’. Furthermore, these standards ignore Louden’s (2000) warning that ‘without 
contextual information, the standard of a standard is very difficult to determine’ (p. 126). 
Therefore, they fail to take into consideration particular contexts such as regions and subjects. 
Connell (2009) claims that standards written in this format are merely a list of unconnected 
substantive sentences where dot points could be added or subtracted with no overall 
difference to the framework. The implicit theory underpinning the AITSL standards is one of 
post-fordist management practices and a loose form of behaviourist psychology (Beck, 2009) 
involving collaboration, effective teamwork and evaluation; in other words, teachers 
checking on other teachers. By accepting the career levels, teachers are accepting retraining 
or a discourse of trainability (Beck, 2009) as distinct from professional development 
throughout their professional lives.  
 In contrast, rather than competencies, the Geography standards are made up of 
indicators intended to be a springboard for professional development. They are subject-based, 
set in the context of the everyday lived experiences of teachers, and present teachers with 
aspirations at which to aim. They are a self-assessment guide and acknowledge the attitudinal 
and intellectual aspects of teacher professionalism rather than reducing teachers to mere line 
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workers. They define sound practices in Geography and guide professional learning. 
However, the motives behind why the consortium developed subject-based standards should 
be considered. Very limited research has occurred to gauge the merits of subject-based 
standards over generic ones (Ní Chróinín et al., 2012), with authoritative voices such as 
Sachs (2005) questioning their value and necessity. 
The last decade in Australia has been marked by a controversial social studies 
curriculum ‘underpinned by a discourse that privileges integration rather than discipline 
specific specialisation’ (Tambyah, 2010, p. 10). However, Geography will become 
compulsory in the Australian National Curriculum from 2013. Within this national 
educational context, the Geography standards could be seen as a proactive move by 
geographers to take care of shortfalls within their teaching community, ensuring that the 
discipline is not marginalised in the future. In this sense, their aim would be to revitalise 
Geography and provide guidelines for sound geographical teaching practices. However, 
within the document, they are offered as an alternative to generic standards so rather than 
being a proactive move, they could be regarded as a reaction to undue regulation. It is 
important to note that if the Geography standards were imposed, they too could become a 
mechanism for control. This cautionary note emphasises the argument by Mayer et al. (2005) 
that it is not standards per se that are the issue, and it is not only who develops the standards 
that is important. Rather, an interrogation of how standards are used is a necessary step in 
understanding the implications for those in the professional field. 
 
6.4. Implications for teachers, future teachers and students 
 
In 2010, a media report in the UK damned the state sector for producing teachers who 
had ‘formulaic’ classroom methods and were uncomfortable teaching ‘off-piste’ (Barker, 
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2010). Teachers from the professional standards discourse generation were described as 
unduly focused on targets as well as bringing the kiss of death to imaginative teaching 
(Barker, 2010). In Barker’s report, James Noble-Rogers, executive director of the 
Universities Council for the Education of Teachers, commented that standards could either 
raise the floor or lower the ceiling. Therefore, it is imperative to outline how both approaches, 
regulatory and developmental, could affect teachers, future teachers and students. 
The story above from the UK reminds us that standards can technicise, mechanise or 
standardise teaching. This normalisation could serve the purpose of imposing a benchmark/ 
minimum standard but could also act as a straitjacket, limiting teacher performance within 
narrower lines perhaps removing innovation and creativity, in effect leading to mediocrity. 
What needs to be considered is what may be lost by framing knowledge within standards 
(Cochran-Smith, 2001), making them inflexible. In this sense, both sets of standards could be 
seen as prescriptive. 
We argue that standards in any form should only be used as prompts for reflective 
professionals to deliberate about their own knowledges and skills in relation to the context 
and conditions in which they operate. Developmental standards such as the Geography 
standards discussed in this paper are more likely to act as prompts or starting points for 
effective practice both nationally and internationally. They could be useful as ‘a shared 
language for learning’ (Ní Chróinín et al., 2012, p. 81) globally, and for system-wide 
professional development for geography teachers. Similarly, they could be used in pre-
service Geography teacher education courses where critique and reflection would encourage 
ongoing dialogue, debate and discussion about what is effective practice in specific contexts. 
However, this approach relies on intrinsic motivation by autonomous professionals who wish 
to engage in self-assessment and reflection.  If intrinsic motivation is inhibited or destroyed 
by government imposition, there is a danger that better teachers may fall prey to complacency 
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while the majority become cookie-cutter practitioners, adopting standardised practices 
regardless of different contexts and diverse student groups.  
In contrast, regulatory standards, such as those promulgated by AITSL, developed 
externally by the ‘system’ that employs teachers, are imbued with a sense of accountability 
and external assessment. While this may prompt self-assessment as teachers can ‘judge the 
success of their learning’ (AITSL, 2011, p. 2), such standards only represent reflection as a 
controlled activity (in the domain of the standards themselves). Without recognition of 
contextual influences and teachers’ emotionality and intellectualism, the ambiguity between 
enhancing reflection and enhancing accountability remains (Ryan & Bourke, in press).  
Pre-service teacher educators must be cognisant of the potential for ‘standards’ to 
become tick-box measures of quality. Standards from any source must be interrogated in 
relation to their purported purpose, their process of development and their potential use and 
abuse by stakeholders. There is little documented evidence that standards of any type actually 
improve students’ performance in the classroom (Bourke, 2011). There is, however, a 
considerable body of research that suggests teachers who graduate from high quality teacher 
education programs that prioritise reflective and intellectualised theory to practice within 
disciplines are more likely to achieve high quality student outcomes (Darling-Hammond, 
2010). 
 
7. Conclusion 
 
The analyses undertaken here reveal how the formation of discourses around teaching 
and teacher quality is the result of particular stakeholders claiming the territory of teacher 
professionalism. On the one hand, government-driven policy as a discursive practice seeks to 
advance and mobilise particular ‘regimes of truth’ and institutionalises disciplinary structures 
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of normalisation (Bloomfield, 2006) within the teaching profession. This institutionalisation 
results in standards for teachers where they can be measured and described within a 
managerial professionalism and an economic discourse of quality. On the other hand, 
standards developed by the profession for the profession (standards for teaching), which 
focus on quality teaching practices, result in professional guidelines that are concerned with 
improvement, and rely heavily on active professional judgements of teachers and professional 
sharing of expertise. The former approach demonstrates a distrust of teachers, while the latter, 
although not perfect, demonstrates a more democratic professionalism and recognition of 
expertise and a shared responsibility for the profession. 
In Foucauldian terms, the final part of an archaeological analysis is to identify 
transformations, defined here as either regulatory or developmental. Governments, teachers 
and society need to decide which type of professionalism in teaching best serves the needs of 
students and the country as a whole. Our own view which promotes autonomy as integral to 
professionalism is that teachers are best placed to assert their own form of professionalism 
and defend their professional territory rather than being compliant with a generic professional 
standards agenda promulgated by governments. Teachers and professional associations 
should enter the enunciative field of teacher professionalism in proactive rather than reactive 
ways. This can be achieved by examining effective practice internationally across a variety of 
contexts to develop a meta-language to shape the discourse, by facilitating shared expertise as 
reflective prompts for interrogating one’s own practice, and by initiating rigorous 
professional development opportunities for teachers to maintain their enthusiasm for teaching 
and for their discipline. We believe that only thus can we as teachers defend our geographical 
territory and reclaim our professionalism for both our own sakes and those of our students. 
 
References 
31 
 
ACARA. (2010). My school [website]. Retrieved July 29, 2011, from 
http://www.myschool.edu.au/ 
AITSL. (2011). National professional standards for teachers. Melbourne, VIC: AITSL. 
Barber, M., & Mourshed, M. (2007). How the world’s best-performing school systems come 
out on top. London: McKinsey & Co. 
Barker, I. (2010, October, 1). Top public schools state staff fail to inspire. Times Educational 
Supplement. 
Beck, J. (2009). Appropriating professionalism: Restructuring the official knowledge base of 
England’s ‘modernised’ teaching profession. British Journal of Sociology of 
Education, 30(1), 3-14. 
Beyer, L. E. (2002). The politics of standards and the education of teachers. Teaching 
Education, 13(3), 305-316. 
Bloomfield, D. (2006). A new discourse for teacher professionalism: Ramsey, standards and 
accountability. Paper presented at the AARE 2006 Conference, Adelaide. Retrieved 
July 28, 2011 from http://www.aare.edu.au/06pap/blo06777.pdf 
Bourke, T. (2011). Teacher professional standards: Mirage or miracle cure. An archaeology 
of professionalism in education. PhD thesis. Queensland University of Technology, 
Brisbane. 
COAG. (2009). National partnership agreement on improving teacher quality. Canberra: 
Council of Australian Governments. 
Cochran-Smith, M. (2001). The outcomes question in teacher education. Teaching and 
Teacher Education, 17, 527-546. 
Codd, J. (2004). Teachers as ‘managed professionals’ in the global education industry: The 
New Zealand experience. Educational Review, 57(2), 193-206. 
32 
 
Connell, R. (2009). Good teachers on dangerous ground: Towards a new view of teacher 
quality and professionalism. Critical Studies in Education, 50(3), 213-229. 
Darling-Hammond, L. (1999). Reshaping teaching policy, preparation and practice: 
Influences on the National Board for Teaching Professional Standards. Washington: 
AACTE. 
Darling-Hammond, L. (2001). Standard setting in teaching: Changes in licensing, 
certification and assessment. In V. Richardson (Ed.), Handbook of research on 
teaching (4th ed.) (pp. 751-776). Washington, DC: American Educational Research 
Association. 
Darling-Hammond, L. (2010). Teacher education and the American future. Journal of Teacher 
Education, 61(1-2), 35-47. 
Department for Education. (2010). The importance of teaching: The school’s white paper. 
London: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office. 
Evans, L. (2011). The ‘shape’ of teacher professionalism in England: Professional standards, 
performance management, professional development and the changes proposed in the 
2010 White Paper. British Educational Research Journal, 37(5), 851-870. 
Flowers, C. P., & Hancock, D. R. (2003). An interview protocol and scoring rubric for 
evaluating teacher performance. Assessment in education, 10(2), 161-168. 
Foucault, M. (1972). The archaeology of knowledge (A. M. Sheridan Smith, Trans.). London: 
Tavistock. 
Foucault, M. (1984). Nietzsche, genealogy, history. In P. Rabinow (Ed.), The Foucault 
reader (pp. 76-100). New York: Pantheon Books. 
Gipps, C. (1990). The debate over standards and the use of testing. In B. Moon, J. Issac & J. 
Powney (Eds.), Judging standards and effectiveness in education. Milton Keynes: 
The Open University. 
33 
 
Hargreaves, A. (2000). Four ages of professionalism and professional learning. Teachers and 
teaching, 6(2), 151-182. 
Hargreaves, A. (2003). Teaching in the knowledge society: Education in the age of insecurity. 
Maidenhead: Open University Press. 
Hattie, J. (2003). Teachers make a difference. What is the research evidence? Paper presented 
at the Australian Council for Educational Research Annual Conference on Building 
Teacher Quality, Melbourne, October. 
Hutchinson, N., & Kriewaldt, J. (2010). Developing geography standards: Articulating the 
complexity of accomplished geography teaching. Geographical Education, 23, 32-39. 
Ingvarson, L. (2002). Development of a national standards framework for the teaching 
profession. Camberwell: Australian Council for Educational Research. 
Ingvarson, L. (2010). Recognising accomplished teachers in Australia: Where have we been? 
Where are we heading? Australian Journal of Education, 54(1), 46-71. 
Ingvarson, L., & Kleinhenz, E. (2003). A review of standards of practice for beginning 
teaching. Teaching Standards and Teacher Evaluation, Issue 4, 1-19. 
Jensen, B. (2010). What teachers want: Better teacher management. Melbourne: Grattan 
Institute. 
Kriewaldt, J. (2010). The geography standards project: Professional standards for teaching 
school geography. Geographical Education, 23, 8-9. 
Leaton Gray, S., & Whitty, G. (2010). Social trajectories or disrupted identities? Changing 
and competing models of teacher professionalism under New Labour. Cambridge 
Journal of Education, 40(1), 5-23. 
Louden, W. (2000). Standards for standards: The development of Australian professional 
standards for teachers. Australian Journal of Education, 44(2), 118-134. 
34 
 
Mahony, P., & Hextall, I. (2000). Reconstructing teaching: Standards, performance and 
accountability. London: RoutledgeFalmer. 
Mayer, D., Mitchell, J., Macdonald, D., & Bell, R. (2005). Professional Standards for 
teachers: A case study of professional learning. Asia Pacific Journal of Teacher 
Education, 33(2), 159-179. 
MCEETYA. (2008). Melbourne declaration on educational goals for young Australians. 
Melbourne: Ministerial Council on Education, Employment, Training and Youth 
Affairs. 
McInerney, M. (2010). Chair of Director’s Annual Report 2010. Geographical Education, 
23, 4-7. 
Møller, J. (2002). Democratic leadership in an age of managerial accountability. Improving 
Schools, 5, 11-20. 
Ní Chróinín, D., Tormey, R., & O’Sullivan, M. (2012). Beginning teacher standards for 
physical education: Promoting a democratic ideal? Teaching and Teacher Education, 
28, 78-88. 
OECD. (2005). Teachers matter: Attracting, developing and retaining effective teachers (6th 
ed.). Paris: OECD Publishing. 
OECD. (2009). Teacher evaluation: A conceptual framework and examples of country 
practice. Paper presented at the OECD-Mexico workshop, Towards a teacher 
evaluation framework in Mexico: International practices, criteria and mechanisms, 
Mexico City, 1-2 December, 2009. 
Osgood, J. (2006). Deconstructing professionalism in early childhood education: Resisting 
the regulatory gaze. Contemporary Issues in Early Childhood, 7(1), 5-14. 
QCT. (2006). Professional standards for Queensland teachers. Toowong, QLD: Queensland 
College of Teachers. 
Reynolds, M. (1999). Standards and professional practice: The TTA and initial teaching 
training. British Journal of Educational Studies, 47(3), 247-260. 
35 
 
Ryan, M. E., & Bourke, T. (in press). The teacher as reflexive professional: Making visible 
the excluded discourse in teacher standards. Discourse: Studies in the cultural politics 
of education, 34(3). 
Sachs, J. (2003). The activist teaching profession. Buckingham: Open University Press. 
Sachs, J. (2005). Professional standards: Quality teachers for the future. Paper presented at 
the Sharing Experience: Ways Forward on Standards Conference, Melbourne, 
August 21. 
Simons, M., & Kelchtermans, G. (2008). Teacher professionalism in Flemish policy on 
teacher education: A critical analysis of the Decree on teacher education (2006) in 
Flanders, Belgium. Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice, 14(4), 283-294. 
Tambyah, M. M. (2010). Teachers’ conceptions of essential knowledge for integrated social 
education: A middle years of schooling perspective from Australia. In British 
Educational Research Association Annual Conference, 1-4 September 2010, 
University of Warwick, Warwick. 
University of Melbourne. (2010). Professional standards for accomplished teaching of school 
geography. Retrieved 27 July, 2011, from 
http://www.geogstandards.edu.au/images/Samples/geogstandards.pdf 
Yee Fan Tang, S., Hung Cheng, M. M., & Mui So, W. W. (2006). Supporting student 
teachers’ professional learning with standards-referenced assessment. Asia Pacific 
Journal of Teacher Education, 34(2), 223-244. 
Yinger, R., & Hendricks-Lee, M. S. (2000). The language of standards and teacher education 
reform. Educational Policy, 14(1), 94-106. 
